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REMARKS 

In response to the Examiner's argument, Appellants respectfully request the 
Board to consider the following rebuttal. 

In the last paragraph of page 4, the Examiner points to Col. 3, lines 5-37, for 
determining a relative roll angle* Although a roll condition Is set forth, no specific teaching is set 
forth in Col. 3, lines 5-37, or Col. 4, lines 5 through Col. 5. line 1 , for determining the relative roll 
angle. The relative roll angle is specifically set forth in the present invention by looking at 
Figure 2. The relative roll angle is the roll angle between the body and the axle or axis of the 
wheels. The wheel departure angle is the angle between the axis of the wheels and the road. 
Claim 1 is essentially a two-step process. First, the relative roll angle is determined. As was 
recognized by the inventors of the present invention, the relative roll angle provides some 
. indication as to the vehicle potentially rolling over. When the relative roll angle reaches a 
threshold, the wheel departure angle determination is initiated. The safety system of the 
vehicle is controlled In response to the wheel departure angle. Those skilled In the art will 
recognize the advantage of the present invention. A rollover event may take place in a 
relatively short amount of time. As is shown in the present application, various sensors are 
monitored to determine the roll state of the vehicle. A considerable amount of processing 
power is used for these determinations. The present invention advantageously allows the 
relative roll angle to be detennined and then when that relative roll angle reaches the threshold 
the wheel departure angle determination is initiated. Therefore, the important processing 
resource is not used until It is required. 

In the first paragraph on page 5, the Examiner disagrees with Appellants' 
argument that a threshold is not taught. The Examiner points to the abstract for a threshold. 
Appellants agree that the last sentence of the abstract states, *Wheel lift is indicated when at 
least one of the normal forces for each of the plurality of wheels is less than a normal force 
threshold." This threshold, however, is not a relative roll angle threshold. The Chubb reference 
is primarily concerned with normal forces on the particular wheel. When the normal force is 
less than a threshold, i.e., less weight is on that side of the vehicle, the wheel may be lifted. No 
teaching is provided in Col. 1, line 56 through Col. 2» the abstract, or Col. 5, lines 52-58, for a 
relative roll angle threshold. 

On page 5 the Examiner disagrees with Appellants' argument that no wheel 
departure angle is determined and therefore controlling a safety system in response thereto. 
The Examiner states, The Examiner disagrees becauee item 18 in fig. 1 of Chubb performs 
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such a control upon determination of the wheel departure (lift)." Again, no specific 
determination of the wheel departure angle Is set forth. Although lift Is detennlned by looking at 
the normal loading on the wheel, no specific teaching Is set forth for determining the actual 
wheel departure angle. 

In the last paragraph the Examiner disagrees with Appellants regarding the 
Chubb reference not teaching double wheel lift. Appellants agree that double wheel lift is 
illustrated In the Chubb reference and that double wheel lift may be determined. What is not 
shown In the C/)u£«fc reference Is boosting the roll signal for control in response to the double 
wheel lift. That Is, Claim 8 implies that a single wheel lift may have a certain amount of control 
and if there Is double wheel lift more control is added. 

On page 6, first paragraph, the Examiner disagrees with the argument that 
Chubb does not teach vehicle bouncing. Vehicle bouncing is specifically described in Claim 9 
as applying a brake pressure to counteract rollover, determining the vehicle may be bouncing, 
in response to bouncing holding the brake pressure. No specific teaching of bouncing or 
recognizing bouncing is set forth. The control action of Claim 9 recognizes that brake pressure 
may be desired to be maintained when the vehicle is bouncing to bring the vehicle back under 
control. In a situation such as the Chubb reference, control may be applied and removed upon 
the vehicle bouncing. Thus, Claim 9 specifically tries to circumvent the application and removal 
of brake pressure by holding the brake pressure. 

In view of the above comments and the comments set forth In the Appeal Brief, 
Appellants respectfully request the Board to reverse the Examiner's position with respect to 
each and every claim and pass the case to issue forthwith. 

Respectfully submitted. 
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